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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
BEFORE THE TRADEMARK TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD

Taza Systems, LLC, ) OPPOSITION TO APPLICANT’S
) RENEWED MOTION TO TEST THE
Opposer, ) SUFFICIENCY OF OPPOSER’S
) RESPONSES TO REQUESTS FOR
vs. ) ADMISSION
)
Starbucks Corporation DBA Starbucks Coffee ) Opposition No.: 91207525
Company, )
Applicant. ) Mark: TAZO
) Ser.No.: 85/439,878
) Filed: October 5, 2011

Opposer Taza Systems, LLC hereby opposes Applicant’s Renewed Motion to Test the
Sufficiency of Opposer’s Responses to Requests for Admission.

I. INTRODUCTION.

Taza has served responses, amended responses, and second amended responses to the
requests for admission, but Starbucks still isn’t satisfied. Starbucks now demands responses to
certain of its admission requests that are clearly objectionable. But because Taza’s objections
are well-founded, Starbucks’ Motion should be denied.

II. RELEVANT PROCEDURAL HISTORY.

On June 12, 2014—the last day of the discovery period—Starbucks served 183 requests
for admission on Taza. Naydonov Decl., May 28, 2015, Exh. 1. On July 16, 2014, Taza filed a
Motion for Protective Order pursuant to TBMP §410. DOCKET #30. Starbucks opposed that
Motion on August 4, 2014. DOCKET #33. On February 11, 2015, the Board issued an Order
denying the Motion for Protective Order, and ordering Taza to respond to the requests for
admission within 30 days. DOCKET #37. On March 13, 2015, Taza served responses in which it
admitted, denied, objected to, or professed a genuine inability to admit or deny, all of Starbucks’

admission requests. Naydonov Decl., May 28, 2015, Exh. 2.
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On April 3, 2015, Starbucks’ counsel wrote to Taza’s counsel claiming that the responses
were “deficient.” Naydonov Decl., May 28,2015, Exh. 3. On April 15, 2015, Taza’s counsel
responded with a detailed explanation of why the vast majority of Starbucks’ complaints were
without merit. Naydonov Decl., May 28, 2015, Exh. 4. Nonetheless, to appease Starbucks, Taza
served amended responses to the admission requests. Naydonov Decl., May 28, 2015, Exh. 5.

Still unhappy even with Taza’s amended responses, on April 17, 2015 Starbucks sent
another letter to Taza’s counsel complaining of “continued deficiencies.” On April 24, 2015,
Taza responded with further explanation as to why Starbucks’ complaints are meritless.
Naydonov Decl., May 28, 2015, Exh. 5.

On May 28, 2015, Starbucks filed a Motion to Test the Sufficiency of Opposer’s
Responses to Requests for Admission, for Sanctions, and to Compel, which Opposer opposed.
DOCKET ##40 & 42. The Board denied Motion for Sanctions outright, and denied the Motion to
Test Sufficiency for failure to comply with Trademark Rule 2.120(h)(1). DOCKET #44.

The parties conferred further regarding Taza’s responses to the requests for admission,
and pursuant to those discussions, on October 20“’, 2015, Taza served second amended responses
to Starbucks’ requests for admission. Naydonov Decl., Nov. 3, 2015, Exh. 1. Still unsatisfied
with Taza’s responses, Starbucks filed the instant Motion.

III.L.TAZA’S OBJECTIONS ARE WELL-FOUNDED.

a. Request No. 72.

Starbucks’ Motion, as it relates to request no. 72, should be denied outright because it
fails to accurately represent the content of that request. The Motion (on page 5) refers to request
no. 72, but actually quotes the text of request no. 71. Naydonov Decl., Nov. 3, 2015, Exh. 3. As

such, Taza’s response to request no. 72 (which was quoted accurately), will be misunderstood.































